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DETAILED ACTION 

This office action is responsive to the Request for Continued Examination (RCE) 
filed August 27, 2009. Claims 1 , 9 and 17 are currently amended; claim 8 is canceled. 
Thus, claims 1-7 and 9-25 are pending in this application. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

1 . The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

2. Claims 6, 1 5 and 23 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

3. Claims 6, 15 and 23 each include a limitation of analyzing web page content for 
compliance with Federal law. This limitation is indefinite because it does not specifically 
define the Federal law with which said web page content is analyzed to determine 
compliance. Federal laws constantly change, thus a claim that simply tests for 
compliance with "Federal law" is vague and indefinite. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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5. Claims 1-5, 7, 9-14, 16-22 and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Dutta et al. (US Patent Application Publication 2002/0103914 A1, 
published 8/1/2002) ('Dutta') in view of Malcolm (US 2008/01 7271 7 A1 , priority date 
9/17/2003). 

With respect to claims 1 , 9 and 17, Dutta teaches: 

a processor (paragraphs 22, 27 and 29) configured to execute one or more 
software components, wherein the software components include a developer tool for 
manipulating content of the web page, a servlet, an analyzer, and a filter (paragraphs 
20, 126-127 and 143-145); 

the servlet accessing said web page comprising said content in response to a 
request from the development tool (Figure 4, paragraphs 33-35 , 37 and 133-134; step 
610 in Fig. 6); 

the filter intercepting the request from the development tool and processing the 
web page (paragraphs 19, 33-34 and 137); 

the filter transferring the content of the web page to an analyzer (paragraph 135); 

the analyzer analyzing the content of the web page, wherein analyzing the 
content comprises measuring conformity of the content of the web page with an 
established standard (paragraphs 38, 126-128 and 135); 

the analyzer returning a result of said analyzing to the servlet (paragraphs 127 
and 135); 
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the servlet appending the result of said analyzing to the content of said web page 
(paragraph 137); and 

the browser displaying said web page and said result (paragraphs 135 and 137). 

Dutta does not teach wherein said content is secure content, processing the web 
page prior to encryption of said secure content and analyzing the content of the web 
page prior to encryption of said secure content. 

Malcolm teaches an information management system (see abstract), in which he 
teaches: 

accessing a web page comprising secure content (paragraphs 20, 83, 89 and 

91); 

processing the web page prior to encryption of said secure content by a servlet 
(paragraphs 60, 91 and 102); and 

analyzing the content of the web page prior to encryption of said secure content 
(paragraphs 60, 91 and 102). 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to have modified Dutta by the teaching of Malcolm because a 
web page comprising secure content, processing the web page prior to encryption of 
said secure content and analyzing the content of the web page prior to encryption of 
said secure content would enable filtering of undesirable websites (Malcolm, paragraph 
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26), and the use of browser plug-in modules to examine transmission content before 
content has been encrypted (paragraph 60), thus providing secure transmission of data 
by enterprise staff (Malcolm, paragraph 29). 

With respect to claims 2, 10 and 18, Dutta as modified teaches wherein said 
accessing said web page comprising content is performed by an application server 
operating on a first computing system (Dutta, paragraphs 19 and 35-36). 

With respect to claim 3, Dutta as modified teaches wherein said filter is a function 
of the application server (Dutta, paragraphs 19 and 35), wherein said filter is selectively 
activated by a webpage development tool accessible to said first computing system 
(Dutta, paragraphs 133-135). 

With respect to claims 4, 12 and 20, Dutta as modified teaches wherein said 
server and said filter operate in said first computing system (Dutta, paragraph 134). 

With respect to claims 5, 14 and 22, Dutta as modified teaches wherein said 
analyzer operates on a second computing system that is communicatively coupled with 
said first computing system (Dutta, Figures 1A and 1B, paragraphs 19, 34 and 37). 
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With respect to claims 7, 16 and 24, Dutta as modified teaches wherein said filter 
transfers content of the web page to the analyzer in a hypertext mark-up language 
(HTML) format (Dutta, paragraph 33). 

With respect to claims 1 1 and 19, Dutta as modified teaches wherein said filter is 
a function of the application server (Dutta, paragraphs 19 and 35). 

With respect to claims 13 and 21 , Dutta as modified teaches wherein said 
request for said web page is generated by a browser operating on said first computing 
system (Dutta, paragraph 35). 

6. Claims 6, 15 and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Dutta et al. (US Patent Application Publication 2002/0103914 A1) ('Dutta') in view 
of Malcolm (US 2008/0172717 A1 , priority date 9/17/2003), as applied to claims 1-5, 7, 
9-14, 16-22 and 24 above, and further in view of Markel et al. (US Patent Application 
Publication 2002/0156799 A1) ('Markel'). 

With respect to claims 6, 15 and 23, Dutta in view of Malcolm teaches claims 1 , 9 
and 17. 

Dutta in view of Malcolm does not teach wherein said analyzer analyzes said 
content of said web page for compliance with federal law. 
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Markel teaches a system and method for verifying and correcting websites (see 
abstract), in which he teaches wherein said analyzer analyzes said content of said web 
page for compliance with federal law (paragraph 74). 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to have further modified Dutta by the teaching of Markel 
because wherein said analyzer analyzes said content of said web page for compliance 
with federal law would enable website providers to diagnose, evaluate, report, and 
retrofit code violations existing in websites to meet both in-house and industry design 
standards (Markel, paragraph 52). 

7. Claim 25 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Dutta et 
al. (US Patent Application Publication 2002/0103914 A1) ('Dutta') in view of Malcolm 
(US 2008/0172717 A1 , priority date 9/17/2003), as applied to claims 1-5, 7, 9-14, 16-22 
and 24 above, and further in view of Berstis et al. (US 6,510,458 B1 , filing date 
7/15/1999) ('Berstis'). 

With respect to claim 25, Dutta in view of Malcolm teaches processing a web 
page using a filter. 

Dutta in view of Malcolm does not teach performing sequential filtering of said 
web page using a plurality of filters of said filter. 

Berstis teaches blocking saves to web browser cache based on content rating 
(see abstract), in which he teaches performing sequential filtering of said web page 



Application/Control Number: 10/808,885 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2164 

(steps 1206 and 1208 in Figure 12, column 20 lines 38-39) using a plurality of filters of 
said filter (column 18 lines 3-10 and 37-47). 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to have further modified Dutta by the teaching of Berstis 
because performing sequential filtering of said web page using a plurality of filters of 
said filter would enable a browser with the capability of blocking web page information 
from the browser cache based on predefined user preferences (Berstis, abstract). 

Response to Arguments 

8. Applicant's arguments filed July 27, 2009 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. Applicant argues that the cited prior art fails to teach a development 
tool or receiving a request for a web page from the development tool and performing 
filtering and analysis based on that request. Examiner disagrees. Dutta teaches a 
personalized accessibility evaluation provider that may be implemented on a proxy 
server, as an application on the client device or as a network-resident service 
implemented by a proxy that resides on a service provider's premises (paragraph 19), 
and further that when the personalized accessibility evaluation provider is implemented 
on a client device, it may be a standalone software application, a portion of a web 
browser application, a plug-in to a web browser application, or the like (paragraph 20). 
The personalized accessibility evaluation provider is an evaluation tool that evaluates 
requested content for accessibility to users having special needs (paragraph 6). Dutta 
teaches that the personalized accessibility evaluation provider may modify web page 
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content in order to make the web page meet the accessibility requirements (paragraphs 
143-145). Thus, the personalized accessibility evaluation provider may be considered a 
development tool because it is used to develop or manipulate content of a web page. 

9. Further, according to Figures 4 and 5, Dutta teaches that a client device sends 
content requests to the personalized accessibility evaluation provider (paragraph 33 and 
133). The personalized accessibility evaluation provider then requests and receives the 
web page content from content servers (paragraphs 34 and 133-135). Thus, Dutta also 
teaches receiving a request for a web page from the development tool. Figure 4 clearly 
shows a content request from the personalized accessibility evaluation provider 
(element 420) to content provider servers (elements 440-460). 

10. Lastly, Dutta teaches that after the content is received, it is processed and 
evaluated to determine a level of accessibility and for conformance with established 
accessibility criteria (paragraphs 38 and 135-136). Therefore, Dutta also teaches 
performing filtering and analysis based on the request. In conclusion, contrary to 
Applicant's arguments, Dutta does, in fact, teach a development tool or receiving a 
request for a web page from the development tool and performing filtering and analysis 
based on that request. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Alicia M. Lewis whose telephone number is 571-272- 
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5599. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday, 9 - 6:30, alternate 
Friday off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Charles Rones can be reached on 571-272-4085. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Ik. M. LV 

Examiner, Art Unit 2164 
November 17, 2009 



